In this paper, I explore the components of the sideward movement involved in the verb copying construction proposed by Cheng (2007) . I first present some facts of the resultative de-clause of the verb copying construction which seems to be puzzling under Cheng's analysis. An extended analysis is then proposed. Under the extended analysis, I propose that the sideward movement mechanism involved in the resultative de-clause can be further analyzed as internal topicalization plus differential object marking. This analysis of sideward movement is also attested in the manner de-clause of the verb copying construction. The proposed components relate the sideward movement in the verb copying construction to the syntactic mechanisms which are also observed widely in Mandarin Chinese and other languages.
Introduction
The verb copying construction in Mandarin Chinese is quite intriguing and received a lot of attention in the literature (see Li and Thompson 1981 , Huang 1982 , 1984 , Gouguet 2006 , Fang and Sells 2007 , Cheng 2007 , Hsu 2008 , Tieu 2009 . The following resultative de-clause in (1) is one subtype of the verb copying construction. Two main characteristics of the resultative de-clause can be found in this example. First, the main verb in example (1) is repeated as shown in bold. In addition, example (1) is noted to be ambiguous:
(1) Zhangsan qi nei-pi ma qi de hen lei. Zhangsan ride that-Cl horse ride DE very tired 'Zhangsan rode that horse and the horse got very tired.' or 'Zhangsan rode that horse and became tired as a result.'
The two different interpretations mainly lie in the question of whether the man or the horse is tired. The first reading is the "object-result" reading since it is the horse (the object) that got tired. The other one is the "subject-result" reading. That is, the subject Zhangsan got tired because of the horse-riding event. Adopting the framework of movement and realization of multiple copies in Nunes (2004) , Cheng (2007) argues that these two readings should involve two different derivations. The "object-result" reading is the result of NP movement plus verb movement (standard movement under Cheng's term), while the "subject-result" reading is a case of sideward movement (see Nunes 2001 Nunes , 2004 .
The derivation for the "object-result" reading proposed by Cheng (2007) is shown in (2) and (3): (2) In (2a), the deP heads a clause where the NP horse is the subject. The NP horse undergoes movement to Spec, VP as in (2b). At this point, Cheng argues that one can insert ba at the v head position to form a BA construction as in (3a) (see also Huang 1997 and Lin 2001) . If there is no BA insertion, the verb can undergo movement (Copy + Merge) instead as in (3b) (see Chomsky 1995 and Huang, Li and Li 2009) . Note that in (3b), both copies of the verb are pronounced. The original copy merges with de in the deP and therefore becomes distinct from the second copy and can by linearized under L(inear) C(orrespondence) A(xiom) (see Kayne 1994) . According to LCA, the partial sequence s = <ride, that horse, ride> in (3b) cannot be linearized if the lower copy is not fused with de. Without the fusion, that horse is predicted to precede and be preceded by the same element ride. Lacking of asymmetry, s cannot be linearized. 1 Since the two copies in (3b) are not identical and distinct from each other because of the fusion morphologically, both of them can be pronounced. This structure in (3b) then forms the verb copying pattern. As for the "subject-result" reading, the initial merged structure is shown in (5a). The subject originates from the resultative de-clause and raises to the Spec, TP position as in the ergative cases. Note that there is no vP or Spec VP to host the object because Cheng suggests that resultatives can optionally trigger an ergative shift in the structure of the VP (see Hoekstra and Mulder 1990) . Hence, Cheng proposes that sideward movement is involved for the "subject-result" reading. The idea of sideward movement is based on decomposing Move as Copy and Merge. As illustrated in (4a), a copy of α i is made and merges with another syntactic object (4b) is formed and will enter the structure later. Hence for the "subject-result" reading, the verb in (5a) is copied, and merges with the object NP in (5b) separately and forms a VP as in (6b). This VP then merges with the original VP by adjoining to it, and the final structure is shown in (7).
In the following discussion, I will argue that structure (7) needs further elaboration to accommodate some interesting facts regarding the resultative declause of the verb copying construction. Therefore, in Section 2, I first present some facts/puzzles that cannot be explained by Cheng's (2007) analysis for the resultative de-clause of the verb copying construction. In Section 3, I propose an extended analysis and explore the nature of the object NP and the copied verb involved in the derivation. I propose that the object NP in (7) is a case of internal topicalization, and the copied verb is a case of differential object marking. In Section 4, I show that the derivation proposed for the manner de-clause in the verb copying construction also involves internal topicalization and differential object marking. I conclude the paper in the last section.
Some facts and puzzles
In this section, I present some facts/puzzles regarding the "subject-result" reading of the resultative de-clause. These facts/puzzles then urge us to rethink the proposed analysis for the resultative de-clause of the verb copying construction by Cheng (2007) .
First of all, the structure in (7) implies that the copied verb and the definite object NP (the V-O combination henceforth) are within the VP domain since the V-O combination containing both of them adjoins to VP in (7).
3 However, there are cases indicating that their syntactic position can be higher than the VP-adjoined position. For instance, Hsu (2008) proposes that the V-O combination should be higher than the VP domain. She points out that the V-O combination can be higher than epistemic and deontic modals as in (8) and is never lower than the BA NP in a BA construction as in (9). 4 For Hsu (2008) , the V-O combination is proposed to be an internal topic and is located in a Topic Projection between TP and vP. In the literature, Tsai (2009 Tsai ( , 2010 proposes that epistemic and deontic modals are in the TP domain and therefore mark the vP periphery. In example (8), the copied verb and the object NP cannot be lower than the vP domain since they are higher the 3 In Cheng (2007) , the copied verb and the object NP forms a VP via sideward movement. However, based on the analysis that I am going to discuss below, I will use the term "V-O combination" to refer to the "VP" containing the copied verb and the object NP throughout the paper. The reason behind this choice will be clear after my analysis is presented. 4 A similar test from the lian…dou construction also indicates that the copied verb and the object NP can be located in the TP domain, where dou ('all') marks the vP periphery (Shyu 1995 Li's (2006) analysis for the BA construction. Li (2006) argues for an independent BA projection right above vP. Hence example (9) indicates that the V-O combination should be higher than vP. Hsu's proposal, therefore, explains these two pieces of fact easily since for her, the V-O combination is located in a TopicP in the TP domain. On the other hand, she claims that it is not clear how Cheng's analysis can accommodate these two pieces of fact.
5
Second, Cheng (2007) also discusses the following kind of sentences of the resultative de-clause. As noted by Cheng, only a "subject-result" reading is available in example (10) Cheng's (2007) analysis, example (11) should be able to be derived via sideward movement since nothing bans the merge between a copied verb and an object NP with a numeral determiner. However, the ungrammaticality of (11) is unexpected and cannot be excluded via sideward movement.
The last fact regarding the resultative de-clause of the verb copying construction is also worth considering. Huang, Li and Li (2009) However, the omission of the copied verb is not totally free. For example, the copied verb cannot be omitted in the following example (13) if the original meaning of the sentence needs to be maintained (see also Lu 1994 Although the original meaning cannot be maintained while the copied verb is omitted, the example in (13), in fact, can be grammatical with a totally different meaning. That is, the NP Lisi has to be interpreted as the subject, while the NP Zhangsan becomes the object as in (14). (14 Importantly, it would be hard for Cheng (2007) to explain this contrast between (12) and (13). The only difference between these two sentences lies in the objects following the copied verb: a [±human] distinction.
To summarize, in this section, I have discussed three related phenomena about the "subject-result" reading of the resultative de-clause of the verb copying construction. The copied verb and the object NP can be higher than the vP domain according to Hsu (2008) . Moreover, the sideward movement analysis for the indefinite bare noun cannot explain the impossibility of indefinite NPs with bare numeral determiners. There is also no explanation for the optional copied verb and its correlation with the [±human] object NP. It then would be interesting to see how these three puzzles/facts can be accounted by any analysis of the verb copying construction.
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As one of the reviewers points out, if an emphatic stress is placed on "Lisi", "Lisi" can still function as the object no matter the copied verb is omitted or not. However, this possibility is due to the emphatic stress on "Lisi" which turns "Lisi" into a contrastive focus. This intervening factor of emphatic stress has to be put aside for the current discussion. Under the neutral intonation, "Lisi" in example (13) is interpreted as the subject as noted.
The proposal

The position of the V-O combination
In this section, based on Cheng's analysis, I will make an extended proposal to explain the three observed facts/puzzles discussed in Section 2. Following Cheng (2007), I believe that sideward movement is needed for the "subject-result" reading of the resultative de-clause of the verb copying construction. However, I propose that the landing site of the V-O combination is not restricted within the VP domain, but could range from the VP periphery to the TP domain (i.e. an extension of Cheng's original VP-adjunction proposal within the TP domain).
8 Recall that for an example like (15), the derivation for the "subject-result" reading is repeated as follows: In (16a), Zhangsan is the subject of the resultative de-clause, which activates the "subject-result" reading. The object NP is an independent syntactic object as in (16b). In (17b), the verb is copied from (16a) and merges with the object NP. The newly formed V-O combination then adjoins to the VP in (17a).
that-CL horse ride DE very tired 'Zhangsan rode (that horse) and became very tired.'
If the V-O combination is higher than the modal as in (18), what we need is to have a ModalP merges with the original VP as in (19a). The newly formed V-O combination in (20b) adjoins to (20a) so that it is higher than the modal. In fact, the V-O combination in (18) can also be lower than the modal as in (21). In this example, the newly formed V-O combination can adjoin to the VP as in (15) before the modal merges with the structure.
(18) Zhangsan qi (na-pi) ma yinggai/hui qi de hen lei. Zhangsan ride that-Cl horse should/can ride DE very tired 'Zhangsan should/would become tired after riding (that horse).'
It should be noted here that the adjunction strategy discussed here is restricted within the TP domain. As pointed out by Cheng (2007) , if the V-O combination is fronted to the CP domain as in (i), movement will be involved since island effects can be detected with a CNPC or an adjunct island in the sentence. At this point, recall that Hsu (2008) indicates that the V-O combination can never be lower than the BA NP (repeated here as (22)) and therefore concludes that the V-O combination has to be higher than vP. However, I believe that the unavailability of the lower V-O combination in (22) is only apparent. The example in (22) does not necessarily imply that the V-O combination has to be higher than the vP domain. For an example like (22), this is a BA construction and the "object-result" reading of the resultative de-clause is available. Following Cheng (2007) , the derivation for the "object-result" reading is shown in (23). The object NP undergoes movement from the resultative clause to Spec, VP in (23a) and (23b). The BA marker is merged at the v head position. As one can see in (23c), VP adjunction following the BA NP is not possible since there is no VP boundary between the BA NP and the main verb. The only possible VP-adjunction position is to adjoin to VP after the object NP movement as shown in (23d). However, this adjunction is banned by a requirement of the BA construction itself: the adjacency requirement between BA and the BA NP. As pointed out by Huang, Li and Li (2009) , the adjoined-manner adverbial in the BA construction has to precede BA or follow the BA NP as in (24a). The intervention of the adverbial between BA and the BA NP is simply not possible as in (24b). (23) However, as one can see, this VP-adjunction is only possible under Li's (2006) analysis for the BA construction, but not under Cheng's original analysis for the BA construction. The validity of this argument seems problematic. In addition, I will show that although structurally VP-adjunction of the V-O combination is possible in (25), it can still be excluded by another reason independently. To do that, I will need to discuss the property of the object NP in the V-O combination.
The object NP
In the previous section, I discussed the first puzzle and presented a solution. That is, the V-O combination may adjoin to any projection between the VP periphery and TP. Interestingly, this range seems to provide us with a good clue to solve the second puzzle. In line with Hsu (2008) , I propose that the object NP in the V-O combination is an internal topic. However, unlike Hsu who proposes for a TopicP in the TP domain, I believe that the syntactic position of the object NP itself marks its internal topicalization automatically.
For a typical Mandarin SVO example (26a), Tang (1990) shows that the object NP can be externally topicalized as in (26b). Later it is also proposed in Paul (2002 Paul ( , 2005 that the object NP can be internally topicalized to the TP domain as in (26c). The properties of internal topicalization of the object NP in the resultative declause of the verb copying construction explains the indefinite NP difference naturally as discussed in Section 2. Recall that in the resultative de-clause, an indefinite NP like (27a) is acceptable, while an indefinite NP with a numeral and a classifier is not (repeated here as (27b)). This kind of contrast, in fact, is quite wellknown in the case of external topicalization as shown in (28) As first mentioned in Tsai (1995) , the same pattern is also observed in the internal topicalization case of example (26a) as in (29). (29) When the indefinite NP is a generic bare noun without a bare numeral determiner (i.e. it is not a NP with a bare numeral determiner), it can undergo topicalization externally or internally. If the object NP in the V-O combination is also a case of internal topicalization, the contrast between (27a) and (27b) is expected. Recall that the proposal in Section 3.1 allows both indefinite and definite object to be merged in the initial structure and adjoin freely from the VP periphery to the TP domain. The ungrammaticality of (27b) is simply because an indefinite NP with a bare numeral determiner is not allowed to be an internal topic.
Moreover, the topic property of the object NP also explains why the V-O combination can never be lower than the BA NP even if a different analysis for the BA construction is adopted. The relevant example is repeated here as (30). Recall that Hsu (2008) adopts Li's (2006) analysis for the BA construction and predicts that the VP-adjoined V-O combination under Cheng's analysis can be lower than the BA NP in structure (31), which is contrary to the fact. Therefore, Hsu (2008) However, if the object NP in the V-O combination is considered as an internal topic as proposed above, structure (31) can be ruled out via the order of topics in the information structure. In the literature for external topics, there are three different kinds of topics proposed: Aboutness Topic (base-generated topic), Hanging Topic (based generated topic coindexed with a resumptive pronoun), and Left Dislocation (a moved topic). According to Badan and Del Gobbo (2007) and Del , a certain order among them must be obeyed as shown in (32). An example containing all three external topics is cited in (33). Under Cheng's sideward movement analysis, the object NP (with the copied verb) is merged to the structure directly. Hence, it can be categorized as a basegenerated topic. 9 On the other hand, the BA NP in the BA construction is also a kind of internal topic as discussed and proposed by Tsao (1987a) . However, the BA NP in (31) is derived by movement. Assuming that the fixed order among external topics is also available for internal topics, we then can explain why the V-O combination has to precede the BA NP rather than following it as in (30). Although structurally it is possible to have the derivation as in (31), the fixed order between base-generated topic and the moved topic will rule this structure out as predicted.
Note that although the current proposal also involves internal topicalization, it differs from Hsu's (2008) proposal in two major respects. First of all, there is no Topic projection needed. As one can see, in Mandarin Chinese, the external topic is in the CP domain, while the internal topic is between the VP periphery and the TP domain. Importantly, I would like to propose that in Mandarin, as long as the object NP is not located in the VP complement position (i.e. the standard object position), it is interpreted as a Topic in the information structure by following the mapping theory by Heycock (1993) and (2007) for Japanese, and Neeleman and van de Koot (2008) for Dutch.
10 It is not necessary that a topic is always bound with a Topic projection. This inference is also supported by the BA construction. As mentioned above, the BA NP is also a kind of internal topic by Tsao (1987a) . Note that in the previous discussion, there is no Topic projection to host the BA NP independently under either Cheng's proposal or Li's (2006) proposal for the BA construction. The salience of the BA NP position shows that it is different from the typical object NP in the complement position and 9 Recall that Hsu (2008) also proposes that the V-O combination is a base-generated topic, located in the Topic Projection in the TP domain. 10 Unlike the cartographic approach, the mapping approach does not posit Topic or Focus projections, which means that Topicalization/Focalization are not driven by Topic/Focus feature checking. The mapping approach also does not order the two in the syntax. The output of the syntax is simply mapped into information structure via mapping rules such as Comment Mapping Rule and Background mapping rule as proposed in Neeleman and van de Koot (2008) .
can be interpreted as a topic. If we accept this line of reasoning, then it is not surprising that the object NP in the V-O combination can be interpreted as an internal topic. The syntactic position ranging from the VP-adjoined position to the TP domain then makes the object NP to be interpreted as a topic in the verb copying construction.
The second difference between the current proposal and Hsu's (2008) proposal lies in what is interpreted as a topic. I discuss this difference in the following section.
The copied verb
Recall that Cheng (2007) proposes that a VP constituent is formed when the copied verb merges with the object NP independently. However, in the previous section, I propose that the object NP in the V-O combination is interpreted as a topic. This is different from Hsu's proposal in which the whole VP is interpreted as a topic. The current proposal then implies that the "VP" (the V-O combination) has something different other than the ordinary VPs. And I believe the difference lies in the copied verb itself.
Indeed, the copied verb in the V-O combination does exhibit some intriguing properties. First of all, in Tsao (1987b) , he has shown that the copied verb does not behave as a typical verb. It cannot take an aspect marker or form an A-not-A question as in (34) and (35) Moreover, in Section 2, we have seen that the copied verb can be omitted when the following object is [−human]. The optionality also implies that the copied verb is not a typical verb since a typical verb cannot be omitted randomly. Therefore, instead of considering the copied verb as a verb, I propose that the copied verb is a kind of differential object marking, as discussed in Bossong (1985) and Aissen (2003) .
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11 Under the framework of bare phrase structure, the copied merges with the object NP as a V-O combination, and the label for the newly formed phrase is not the copied verb as the usual VP. The label here is assumed to be the object NP since the phrase exhibits internal topic properties and the copied verb can be omitted.
It is well-known that differential object marking across languages is sensitive to the definiteness or animacy of the object. For example, in Spanish, an obligatory preposition a has to emerge right before the [+animate] object, but is absent when the object is [−animate] as in (36). (36) . This is not surprising, though, since DOM varies a lot across languages. In addition, the DOM pattern in the resultative de-clause of the verb copying construction is similar to the one observed in Kannada, which is also a DOM language. Kannada is a language spoken in India, and its [+human] object NPs have to be marked by DOMs. Other [−human] objects can be all unmarked, but they can be optionally marked by DOMs if they are specific (see Rodríguez-Mondoñedo 2007) . In (40), the [+human] object has to be preceded by the copied verb. The object NP in example (39) is inanimate and definite, hence a DOM is optional.
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The proposal that the copied verb is a DOM is also supported by the BA construction in Mandarin. van Bergen (2006) and Yang and van Bergen (2007) have proposed that BA is also a kind of DOM in Mandarin. The following examples (41) and (42) exhibit a similar pattern that we have observed in the resultative de-clause. That is, if BA is omitted in (42), Lisi cannot be interpreted as the object but has to be interpreted as the subject instead. Moreover, the DOM mechanism has been proposed to be related to topical objects in the literature (see García García 2005 for Spanish, Guntsetseg 2008 for Mongolian, Dalrymple and Nikolaeva 2011 for Tundra Nenets (Uralic) and Tigre). I have shown that the object NP in the resultative de-clause involves internal topicalization. The current analysis hence provides more supporting evidence to this proposal which relates differential object marking to internal topicalization.
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12 There is still a slight difference between Kannada and Mandarin. For an inanimate and generic indefinite NP, the DOM is still optional, which may be noted as a special DOM property in Mandarin Chinese. 13 As discussed in section 3.2, the BA construction also involves internal topicalization as proposed by Tsao (1987a) . The correlation between DOM and internal topicalization in Mandarin Chinese can be further strengthened by the BA construction as well.
Lastly, the current proposal can differentiate the current object NP topic proposal from the VP topic proposal as in Hsu (2008) . A resultative de-clause counterpart of a double object construction (43) can be constructed as in (44). 14 The adverbial ye ('also') marks the vP periphery (Shyu 1995) , which indicates that a VP containing the copied verb, the indirect object and the direct object is in the TP domain. However, a sentential adverbial xianran ('apparently') between the IO and the DO shows that the DO is not inside the VP. Under Hsu's (2008) analysis, the VP containing the copied verb and the IO can be base-generated as a topic, and the DO as a focus in the TP domain, following the topic > focus order as discussed in Hsu (2008) . (43) (44) and (45) Under the current proposal, the ungrammaticality of (45) is expected because indefinite NPs with bare numeral determiners cannot be internal topics as discussed above. Therefore, although Hsu's analysis also involves internal topicalization, I conclude that it is not possible that the whole VP is interpreted as a topic as proposed.
To summarize, in this section, I have extended Cheng's (2007) proposal for the "subject-reading" of the resultative de-clause and clarify the nature of the V-O combination. The V-O combination may adjoin to any projection freely from the VP periphery to the TP domain. The object NP as a case of internal topicalization also explains that its location may range from the VP-adjoined position to the TP domain. The acceptability of bare indefinite NPs is also a consequence of internal topicalization. On the other hand, the copied verb as a case of DOM then explains the optional/obligatory emergence of the copied verb preceding the object NP.
The manner de-clause
Cheng (2007) also discusses the manner de-clause of the verb copying construction as shown in (46). Different from the complementary resultative deP clause in (1), the deP in (46) Huang (1988) who argues that the manner adverbial de-clause is an secondary predicate/inner adverbial, the VP structure for (46) proposed by Cheng (2007) is shown in (47). The object is in the outer object position.
The verb in (47) undergoes movement to the v head position, and post-syntactically the original copy is fused with the de-clause. The fusion allows the simultaneous spell-out of the two copies of the verb since now they are distinct and can be linearized according to LCA as in (48).
The derivation in (48) is not the only derivation for the manner de-clause, though. Cheng (2007) , in fact, proposes two different derivations for the manner de-clause of the verb copying construction. The specificity of the object NP determines the corresponding derivation needed. Following Diesing (1992) and Marantz (1993) , Cheng assumes that the Spec, VP position can only host specific nouns. The object NP in (46) is a definite one and therefore is able to be located at the Spec, VP position. However, a generic indefinite NP following the copied verb is also allowed in the manner de-clause of the verb construction as shown in (49). For such a grammatical example with a generic indefinite NP like (49), Cheng suggests that this case can be derived via sideward movement as the "subject-result" reading of the resultative de-clause. As shown in (50), the indefinite generic NP merges with the copied verb. The newly-formed VP constituent then adjoins to the original VP. Although there is no ambiguity observed as in the resultative de-clause, both standard movement and sideward movement are still needed for the manner declause of the verb copying construction. The standard movement is for the definite object NP (example (46)), while the sideward movement is required by the generic indefinite object NP (example (49)).
As one can see in Cheng (2007) , there are two independent reasons why Spec, VP is not available in the verb copying construction: ergative structure (for the "subject-result" reading in the resultative de-clause) or this assumption that the Spec, VP position can only host specific NP. However, as pointed out by Tieu (2009) , what is important in the manner de-clause is the fusion between the main verb and the de-clause. Essentially, unlike the resultative de-clause, there is only one single interpretation observed in the manner de-clause of the verb copying construction. That is, the manner de-clause always modifies the riding event, no matter the object NP is interpreted definitely or generically. A standard movement analysis can be adopted for both definite and indefinite object NPs if there is no such assumption that indefinite object NPs cannot occupy Spec, VP.
15 Moreover, we, in fact, can construct a BA construction counterpart of the manner de-clause with a generic indefinite NP in example (51) Following the analysis for the formation of the BA construction by Cheng (2007) , the BA NP is located at Spec, VP. This then means that the generic indefinite NP ma ('horse') is at Spec, VP in (51) . Hence the assumption that Spec, VP cannot host indefinite objects seems to be problematic.
Putting all the discussions together, I believe that the current analysis for the resultative de-clause can be applied to the manner de-clause as well. In line with Tieu (2009) , there is no need to distinguish definite object NPs from generic indefinite object NPs. Hence, we do not need both sideward movement and standard movement for different object NPs in the manner de-clause of the verb 15 It should be noted that what I have adopted from Tieu (2009) is her point of view for the manner de-clause of the verb copying construction only. In her paper, the final conclusion is that both sideward movement and the standard movement are both needed if all subtypes of the verb copying construction are considered. 16 A resultative de-clause counterpart of example (51) Tieu (2009) , I propose that it is sideward movement, but not standard movement, that is needed for the manner declause of the verb copying construction. This is because if the standard movement is involved, the object NP and the copied verb will not form a constituent as in (48). As shown in Cheng (2007) , only the "subject-result" reading, and not the "objectresult" reading, of the de-resultative clause is available when the copied verb and the object NP are externally topicalized as in (52). This is because what has been topicalized has to be a constituent, which is only available via sideward movement. Hence, a standard movement analysis seems not to be applicable for the manner de-clause. On the other hand, if the sideward movement is involved in the manner de-clause, we expect to find some similar phenomena in the structure which are observed in the "subject-result" reading of the de-clause. In addition, following the current proposal, the sideward movement in the manner de-clause should also involve both internal topicalization and differential object marking.
Indeed, we can see that the pattern observed in the "subject-reading" for the resultative de-clause is detectable in the manner de-clause as well. The V-O combination can be higher than the modals as in (54). 18 The object NP cannot be an indefinite NP with a bare numeral determiner as in (55) 17 Note that the point here is to say that when we have a "verb copying" construction for the manner de-clause, only the sideward movement is needed. There is no need to have both sideward movement and standard movement for generic indefinite object NPs and specific object NPs, respectively. But for the BA counterpart of the manner de-clause as the one in (51), the standard movement is still needed to construct a BA construction as proposed by Cheng (2007) . 18 Example (54) again shows that standard movement is not involved in the manner de-clause of the verb copying construction since under the standard movement analysis, the copied verb and the object NP have to be located inside the vP domain and cannot be possibly higher than the modal. Following the sideward movement for the resultative de-clause, the derivation for the manner de-clause is shown from (57) to (59). The manner de-clause merges with the verb in (57a). In (58a), the verb is copied and merges with the object NP in (57b) independently and forms (58b). The newly formed V-O combination adjoins to the VP as in (59). (57) Recall that the adjunction position of the V-O combination may range from VP periphery to the TP domain.
19 Therefore, the V-O combination can be higher than the modal in (54). And since the object NP is interpreted as an internal topic inside the TP domain, an indefinite object NP with a bare numeral determiner in (55) is not allowed. Finally, the [±human] difference in (56) can be explained if the copied verb is interpreted as a kind of differential object marking.
Conclusion
In this paper, I discuss the components involved in the sideward movement proposed by Cheng (2007) . I first re-examine the proposed derivations involved in the "subject-result" reading of the resultative de-clause of the verb copying construction as proposed by Cheng (2007) . I have shown that there are some facts/ 19 One may wonder whether the copied verb appearing other than in the VP-adjoined position violates the Phase Impenetrability Condition [PIC] by Chomsky (2000 Chomsky ( , 2001 Chomsky ( , and 2004 ) in the manner de-clause of the verb copying construction. For the "subject-result" reading of the resultative declause, there is no problem like this since there is no vP presented in the structure. However, for the manner de-clause, a phase vP is presented. If the VP complement is sent to PF, it may be argued that the copying of the verb is not possible in the TP domain. However, if we follow Bošković's (2007) paraphrase for PIC, the copying of the verb is still allowed even if vP is a phase. Bošković (2007) discusses several cases with languages that allow agreement to reach into a finite CP, such as in Chukchee, Blackfoot, and Alutor. He argues that the PIC is a PF constrain. This then shows that phases are not syntactic opaque domains, though the PIC eventually forces successive cyclic movements syntactically because of it being a phonological consideration. Hence under this version of phases, phases are still accessible from the outside in the syntax. In examples of the manner declause where the derivation has reached vP or other higher domains, the main verb can still be copied and merges with the object NP via sideward movement as proposed by Cheng (2007) .
puzzles that need to be considered regarding the resultative de-clause. Extending Cheng's (2007) proposal, I show that the adjunction of the copied verb and the object NP can range from the VP periphery to the TP domain. Moreover, I show that properties shown by the object NP and the copied verb are natural consequences of two common syntactic mechanisms employed in Mandarin Chinese. The object NP between the VP periphery and the TP domain is a case of internal topicalization, which then explains why the object NP can be higher than modals and cannot be indefinite NPs with a bare numeral determiner. The copied verb is a case of DOM as in the BA construction, which is also widely observable in other natural languages. The current analysis is also applicable to the manner de-clause of the verb copying construction, in which I have shown that only sideward movement is needed for the necessary derivation. 
